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Cleveland School Vouchers: Where the Students Go

The United States Supreme Court is poised to begin hearing oral arguments on the
Cleveland school voucher case on February 20th . Arguments will center on the
constitutionality of the program in what the Christian Science Monitor called "a potential
landmark church-state ruling ... that could change the face of American education (and)
substantially alter the relationship between government and organized religion in the
U.S.I" The Supreme Court will review a U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals' December 2000
ruling, which found that the Cleveland program violated the Establishment Clause of the
First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution that mandates separation of church and state.
Analysts agree that the Supreme Court is likely to be split 5-4 on the issue, with Sandra
Day O'Connor the deciding vote.

Part of the appeals court's rationale for striking down the program was that it offered
extremely limited choice beyond religious schools. Since the ruling, our analysis shows
both the number of non-religious schools in the program and the proportion of students
enrolled in non-religious schools declined. As of mid-December 2001, just over half of
one percent of voucher students, 25 pupils in all, were attending non-religious schools.
This new data bolsters the concerns of constitutional scholars that the program violates
the Establishment Clause.

Policy Matters Ohio analyzed Cleveland Scholarship and Tutoring Program2 data from
December 13th 2001 and previous years on grade-by-grade enrollment of participating
students by school. The voucher program has always consisted primarily of students
attending religious schools, the majority of which have been Catholic3. In this school
year, the proportion of students in non-religious schools has become smaller than ever.

Background
The Cleveland school voucher program, begun in 1996-97, provides parents of students
enrolled in one of 50 participating private schools with a voucher worth either $1875 or
$2250 depending on family income, to be used toward tuition. The overall tuition
charged may not exceed $2500. Families with income below 200 percent of the poverty
level receive 90 percent of tuition, while those with income above that level receive 75
percent of tuition. In the program's first year, students in Kindergarten through third
grade could participate. The grades of enrollment have expanded in each subsequent year
and the program now includes students in Kindergarten through eighth grade.

I Richey, Warren, "Court to take on thorny issue of school vouchers" The Christian Science Monitor
September 26, 2001, page 2.
2 The name of the Cleveland voucher program's office.
3 The independent newspaper Catalyst: For Cleveland Schools counted 37 Catholic schools, seven other
Christian denominations (not including Holy Rosary) and two Islamic schools.
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Cleveland School Vouchers: Where the Students Go

The Cleveland voucher program was the first in the nation to provide public money for
private, religious school tuition. Milwaukee, Wisconsin, the site of the country's first
voucher program, did not originally include religious schools. Although all non-public
schools within the boundaries of the Cleveland Municipal Schools District and all public
schools surrounding Cleveland are eligible to apply for the program, no adjacent public
school districts have opted to take part and only three non-religious schools are currently
participating.

Shrinking Secular Participation
In the program's first year 1996-97 76.8 percent of participating pupils attended
religious schools. Since then, the proportion attending religious schools has risen steadily,
to 79.1 percent in 1997-98; 84.9 percent in 1998-99; 99.0 percent in 1999-2000; and 99.4
percent in both 2000-01 and 2001-024. Just over half of one percent of participating
students attended non-religious schools in the last two years of the program. This year,
only twenty-five students out of more than 4200 in the program attend non-sectarian
schools. More than half of these go to Birchwood Elementary, which some observers
might also label a religious schoo1.5

The program has simultaneously more than doubled its size, from a total of 1943 students
in its first year to 4202 students this school year, according to the December 13th data.
The twenty-five non-religious school participants this year is down from a total 609 non-
religious students at the peak of secular enrollment in 1997-98. Figure 1 depicts the
decline in non-religious enrollment in the program. The non-religious student population,
less than one percent in each of the last three years, is barely visible.

4 Enrollment varies throughout the school year as students transfer in and out of schools. All data on
participating schools was based on reports issued by the Cleveland Scholarship and Tutoring Program and
produced during or after each school year in question. The data for 1996-97 was based on a report issued
February 14th 1997, for 1997-98 on a report issued June 29" 1998, for 1998-99 on one issued June 2"
1999, for 1999-2000 on one issued November 20" 2001, for 2000-2001 on one issued June 22" 2001, and
for 2001-2002 on one issued December 13" 2001.
5 The Program no longer tracks whether participating schools are religious. In the past, both Holy Rosary
Montessori and Birchwood Elementary Schools have been considered non-sectarian by the Program.
However, staff answering the phone at Holy Rosary said that the school, while not affiliated with a parish,
uses the "Good Shepherd" program and "meets the needs of Catholic families." Staff answering at
Birchwood said that "the teachers are Christians and we emphasize and uphold Christian morals and ethics
in school. We pay a lot of attention to character building, but we don't offer formal religion classes." Based
on these answers, Policy Matters characterizes Holy Rosary as religious in this analysis, and Birchwood as
non-religious, despite feeling that we could probably safely designate the latter as religious.
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Cleveland School Vouchers: Where the Students Go

Figure 1: Cleveland School Voucher Program:
Enrollment by School Type, 1996-2001

1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02

0 Secular
Religious

Source: Policy Matters analysis of Cleveland Scholarship and Tutoring Program Data

The proportion of secular school enrollment has dropped every year of the program
(including this year, when it went from .61 percent to .59 percent, both rounded to .6
percent). However, the largest drops in secular school enrollment occurred as a 5.7
percentage point decline between 1997-98 and 1998-99; and as a 14.1 percentage point
decline between 1998-99 and 1999-2000. The sharp 14.1 percentage point decline took
place the year the Hope schools and the Marotta Montessori schools left the voucher
program.

There were eight secular schools involved in the program's first year Birchwood, Hanna
Perkins, Hope Central Academy, Hope Ohio City, Marotta Montessori at three locations
(Carl B. Stokes, Fruitland and Glenville), and Ministerial Head Start (non-religious,
despite the name). The number of participating secular schools actually grew over the
next two years, despite the decrease in students at secular schools. In recent years,
however, the Hope schools, the Marotta Montessori schools, and other single-location
schools left the program, leaving only three non-sectarian schools remaining in the last
two school years.6

Remaining Secular Schools
The remaining schools in the program considered to be non-religious are Birchwood
Elementary School, the Hanna Perkins School, and Covenant Kindergarten School,
which is non-sectarian despite its name. Currently, Birchwood Elementary has between
one and four voucher pupils in all elementary grades through grade eight, with the
exception of kindergarten and fourth grade. Covenant has nine first-grade pupils enrolled

6 In June 1998, the state of Ohio signed contracts to turn the Hope Schools into charter schools, leading
them to leave the voucher program. As charter schools, the Hope Schools can receive up to $4300 for each
non-special needs pupil and will remain independent of many standards to which public schools are held.
However, the schools must not be affiliated with any religion. The Marotta Montessori schools closed
down amid reported financial difficulties.
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Cleveland School Vouchers: Where the Students Go

this year. Hanna Perkins has one kindergarten and one first grade student from the
voucher program this year. Essentially, then, for those beyond kindergarten and first
grade, Birchwood Elementary is the primary option for participation in a non-sectarian
voucher school. As stated earlier, there is a reasonable basis for saying Birchwood's
program promotes Christianity, but it is not affiliated with any particular denomination.
In the fourth grade, there are currently no voucher students enrolled in a non-religious
school (including Birchwood). Table 1 lists the secular schools participating in the
voucher program for each year since the program began.

Table 1: Secular Schools Participating in the Cleveland School Voucher Program
1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02
1. Birchwood 1. Birchwood 1. Birchwood 1. Birchwood I. Birchwood 1. Birchwood
2. Hanna Perkins 2. Covenant 2. Covenant 2. Covenant 2. Covenant 2. Covenant
3. Hope Central Kindergarten 3. Hanna Perkins 3. Hanna Perkins 3. Hanna Perkins 3. Hanna Perkins
4. Hope OH City 3. Hanna Perkins 4. Hope Central 4. Ministerial
5. Marotta 4. Hope Central 5. Hope Tremont Superior

Montessori 5. Hope Tremont 6. Lewis Little
(MM) Carl 6. Hough Folks
Stokes Academy for 7. MM Stokes

6. MM Fruitland Higher 8. MM Fruitland
7. MM Glenville Learning 9. MM Glenville
8. Ministerial 7. MM Stokes 10. Ministerial

Head Start 8. MM Fruitland Brack lan
9. MM Glenville 11. Ministerial
10. Ministerial Superior

Head Start
Source: Cleveland Scholarship and Tutoring Program data

Where the Students Come From
Previous research by Zach Schiller at Policy Matters Ohio found that only 21 percent of
students receiving aid through the Cleveland voucher program had attended Cleveland
public schools in the year prior to enrollment in the voucher program'. Nearly one-third
of students in the program had previously been attending private schools. The remaining
46 percent enrolled in the program as kindergartners or came from outside of Cleveland.

Catalyst: For Cleveland Schools, an education newspaper, examined the ten public
schools that have each lost more than 17 students to voucher schools according to
Schiller's research. The Catalyst examination found these ten schools were more likely to
have test scores above the district average and sometimes above the state average, to be
magnet schools with specialized programming, and to be rated as one of the district's
empowered schools based on high academic achievement8. None of the ten schools that
lost the greatest number of students to voucher schools were among the low-performing
city schools labeled CEO schools.

7 Cleveland School Vouchers: Where the Students Come From, Zach Schiller, September 2001. Available
on the web at http://www.policymattersohio.org/voucherintro.html.
8 Scott, Caitlin, "Better district schools lose students to vouchers," Catalyst: For Cleveland Schools,
December, 2001.
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Cleveland School Vouchers: Where the Students Go

Who the Students Are
Students in the voucher program, in addition to being more likely to come from private
schools or from higher-performingpublic schools, are less likely to be African-American
than students in the district at large'. Just 53 percent of Cleveland voucher students were
African-American in this school year, while 71 percent of Cleveland Municipal School
District students last year were African American, according to a separate analysis by
Catalyst and the Northern Ohio Data and Information Service at Cleveland State
University's Levin College of Urban Affairs.

Voucher students come from households with similar income levels to households of
students in the Cleveland public schools according to a 1999 study by the Indiana Center
for Evaluation, which found that the average family income of voucher students was
$18,750 while the average family income for public school students was $19,8141°. A
2001 survey by the same researcher found no significant income differences between
voucher and public school students.

Summary
The pilot experiment with school vouchers in Cleveland was touted as the surest and
quickest way to improve education of inner-city children in troubled public schools.
Proponents explicitly denied the suggestion that it would primarily aid those already in
private schools. Instead, they argued that it would spur competition and provide a variety
of choices.

After five years, however, the program has not made low-income, African American
students attending Cleveland's struggling public schools its top priority. And nearly the
only option the program now provides is for religious education. To summarize:

More than 99 percent of students participating in Cleveland's voucher
program are enrolled in religious schools. That percentage has steadily
increased since the program's first year when 76.8 percent of participants
were in religious schools.

The number of non-religious schools participating in the program has
declined from eleven at its peak in 1998-99 to just three in this school year.

Only one in five voucher students attended Cleveland public schools in the
year prior to enrolling in the program.

One in three participants already attended private school in the year prior to
enrolling in the program.

Those students who transferred out of the public schools to enroll in voucher
schools were more likely to have come from a high-performing school, a

9 Van Lier, Piet and Caitlin Scott, "Fewer choices, longer commutes for black voucher students", Catalyst:
For Cleveland Schools, October 2001.
I° Metcalf, Kim, Indiana Center for Evaluation.
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Cleveland School Vouchers: Where the Students Go

magnet school, or a school with test scores that exceeded the district
average.

Program participants are substantially less likely to be African-American
than students in the Cleveland public schools. While last year 71 percent of
district students were black, this year only 53 percent of voucher students
were black.

Program participants had an average income slightly lower than that of
Cleveland public school students in 1999 and not significantly different in
2001.

Quite apart from the complicated achievement issues involved in comparing experimental
school programs, it is important for policymakers to consider whether the Cleveland
school voucher program is fulfilling the primary goals set out for it. Understanding who
the students are, where they previously attended school, and where they are currently
enrolled is an important component of assessing program success.

8 Policy Matters Ohio
6



U.S. Departme t of Educed()
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (QERI)

National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

per EP UCTIO ELE SE
(Specific Document)

I. DOCUMENT IDENTIACATION:

Lfl70T3-123

Title: (yeve /ar7 ce 00 1/0 ttde

Author(s): A1'31 et

: _Gt-u 06,

Corporate Source:

b
I. REPRODUCTION ELEASE:

Publication Date:

Jet,742g

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the
monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom
of the page.

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents

,.ERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
7,SSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS

BEEN GRANTED BY

THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
AFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Check here for Level 1 release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche or other

ERIC archival media (e.g., electronic) and paper
copy.

Sign
here,-P
please

The sample sticker shown below will be The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 2A documents affixed to all Level 28 documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THISUATERIAL !N

MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA
.

FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY,
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

%,(2)

TO THE EDUCATIONAL !RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

I 2A

L'aval 2A

El
Check here for Level 2A release, permitting

reproduction and dissemination in microfiche and In
electronic media for ERIC archival collection

subscribers only

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

25

p
fa°C?

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 28

Check here for Level 28 release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only

Documents will be processed as Indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box Is checked, documents will be processed at Level I.

I hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document
as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employees and its system
contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies
to satisfy information needs of educatojs in response to discrete inquiries.

Signature:

OrganizitionlAddress: /11.-.3- Aie> ,/
29/2 ilec/;0r) aeveiuTCV) t'rr- Siz/115

r
4r)1 V 6 anatie, Difecv:-c,7--

/lee cez-Ii ePrinted Name/Positionffi e:

AX16/931 99 2472 7'N 9 9 2 2_
E-Mail Address:
aha au e ipoh'c yma-71--

-iefs o r`o ,

bate:a/6/

(over)



D. IOCWflET AVAILA ILITY INF ATION (FROi NONERC SOU CE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more
stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

Publisher/Distributer:

Address: ticos- Co tac, l" tie "LA 41-12 72-4-e repo,- doc-c",7 /ocaCA-4e,e

74-ee W104), p 4`c, rnet..744_,s

Price:

IV. EFEF 4L OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/ EPRO UCTIO RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and
address:

Name:

Address:

V. V I HERE TO SEND THIS F RM:
ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education
Box 40, Teachers College
Columbia University
525 W. 120 Street, Main Hall 303

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse: New York, NY 10027

Tel: 212-678-3433 / 800-601-4868
Fax: 212-678-4012

http://eric-web.tc.columbia.edu

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being
contributed) to:

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility
4483-A Forbes Boulevard
Lanham, Maryland 20706

Telephone: 301-552-4200
Toll Free: 800-799-3742

FAX: 301-552-4700
e-mail: ericfac©ineted.gov

WNW: http://ericfac.piccard.csc.com
EFF-088 (Rev. 2/2000)


